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(ii) Local -policy. Apart from such peculiar prohibitive
policy claimed for the laws of succession and leaving aside the
bulk of the cases, which offer no problem because both states
involved grant similar positions to adopted children,95 there
is authority denying that local policy should normally inter-

vene.96

This view was applied to the problem of inheritance from
natural parents. In Slattery v. The Hartjord Connecticut
Trust Company*7 an individual adopted in Michigan claimed
his share in his natural father's estate and was successful in
Connecticut. The statute of Michigan maintains, that of Con-
necticut terminates, the right of inheritance of an adoptee
from his native parents. The Supreme Court of Errors of
Connecticut held that, as the right of inheritance of the child
was not lost by the statute of Michigan, he could claim itj the
legislature of Connecticut debarring a child from such a right
"has not attempted to lay down any rule applicable in the
case of children coming here from another state where they
have been adopted under laws which do not take away that
right." 98 This argument is equivalent to saying, as we did,
that the extension of the inheritance rule to foreign cases with
foreign elements is up to the conflicts rule, and that, under
this rule, adoptions made in the domiciliary state must be
recognized with their own effects. The restriction imposed on
the statute by this conception is not only equitable and justified
by the anomalous structure of the Connecticut type of adop-
tion,90 but consistent with the advisable general postulates.
95 See YNTEMA, z Giur. Comp. DIP. 357 sub (A).
96 For this opinion also FALCONBRIDGE, 3 Giur. Comp. DIP. no. 85 p. 171.
In re Finkenzeller's Estate (1929) 105 N. J.,Eq. 4.4, 14.6 Atl. 6565 Keegan v.
Geraghty (1881)  101 111. 26.
97 Slattery v. The Hartford-Connecticut Trust Co. (1932)  115 Conn. 163,
161 Atl. 79, commented by YNTEMA and DE NOVA in 2 Giur. Comp. DIP.
352 ff. no. 169.
98 There follow excellent explanations why public policy is not contrary to
recognizing such a provision "dissimilar" to the domestic regulation.
99  See YNTEMA, 2 Giur. Comp. DIP. 359, against criticism of the decision in
81 U. of Pa. L. Rev. (1932) 213.